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REMARKS 

Claims 1-37 are pending in this application with claims 2, 15, 29, 32 and 25 being 
cancelled by this response. Claims 1, 3- 11, 13, 16- 19, 23, 26, 30, 31, 33, 34 36 and 37 
have been formally amended to further clarify the present invention. Applicant 
respectfully submits that no new matter has been added by these amendments. Support 
for these amendments can be found throughout the specification and the original claims. 

Objection to th P nnth /D eclaratlon 

The Oath/Declaration is considered defective due to the alteration of the residence 
on page 7. Attached hereto is a newly executed Declaration by Uwe Eisermann with the 
correct and unaltered residence address. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the 
attached Declaration complies with 37 CFR 1.67(a) and should be accepted. 

Rejection of Claims 1,6,7,9,1. 19 20 22, 28. 36 *n„ .7 ^ ,c , TC „ ^ 

Claims 1, 6, 7, 9, 13, 19, 20, 22, 28, 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 USC 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Goknar (U.S. Pat. No. 6, 120,440). 

The present claimed invention describes a method and system for providing 
support when selecting a training program as part of therapy planning. A capability 
profile for a patient is provided. A first database is proved containing a plurality of past 
comparative capability profiles for comparative patients and an allocation of training 
programs respectively prescribed based on the comparative capability profiles The 
patient's capability profile is automatically compared with the comparative capability 
profiles. At least one training program associated with the past comparative capability 
profile that matches the patient's capability profile to a prescribable degree of similarity 
is selected and displayed. The training program in the first database additionally includes 
associated measured values for the success of treatment in the respective comparative 
patient. Data representative of at least one training program is displayed together with 
the associated measured value for the success of treatment. Claims 1, 13, 26, 36 and 37 
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include features similar to those described abo^ 



Goknar neither discloses nor suggests these features. 



'e. Applicant respectfully submits that 



Contrary ,o the present claimed invention, Goknar describes "a computer program 

psychometnc evaluations, obtain meanmgfu, symptomatic analysis, and recommend 
conrses of treatment from the evaluation <Gok„ar, column Mines ,7-22) Goknar 
provides no 35 USC 1,2 enabl.ng disclosure ma, anticipates each of the features claimed 
m the present invention. 



Specifically, Goknar neither discloses nor suggests "providing a capability profi.e 
for a pattern," as recited tn the present claimed invention. Column 3, lines 9-1 5 of 
Goknar describe scoring a , ist of evaluative mdicators, wherein the indicator are gronped 
mto thedtagnostic categor.es Function, Cognition, Emotion, Behavior, Personality and 
R.sk Factors. This is wholly tmhke the present claimed invention where the capability 
areas evaluated are "motor capabthties such as strength, stamina, mobility, balance 
reaction, orientation, differentiation, accommodation, speech motor functions- 
mtellectnal/cognitive capabilities such as attention, memory, planmng, comprehension of 
speech, commnnication vision; organic/physical capabilities such as reduction of organ 
performance; social capabilities such as the ability ,o commumcate and participate- 
emotional capabilities snch as the capability to develop self-esteem" (Specification, page 
'• " ^ 2 ' 2) ' ^ «"*» evaluated by the system of Goknar and the 
present claimed invention are no, equivalent. Goknar is concerned with a patient's 
psychological state. The present claimed invention, on the other hand, is concerned with 
rehahthtation after serions iHness (Specification, page 1, lines 5-15). Additionally the 
scale Goknar uses to evaluate the patient is the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual scale 
wh,ch ,s the reference starting point in , he „ (0 oknar, column 3, lines 24-26) The 
present claimed invention, or, the other hand, "antomaticaily" compares "the patient's 
capabthty profile with" "a plurality of pa s, comparative capability profiles for 
comparattve patients." Goknar attd the present claimed invention evaluate different 
factors, using different evaluation scales in an entirely different manner. Thus Gohnar 
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provides no 35 (JSC 1 1 2 enabling disclosure that anticipates the present claimed 
invention. 



Additionally, as admitted 



on page 7 of the rejection Goknar neither discloses r 



suggests that "at least one training program includes associated measured values for the 
■success of treatment in the respective comparative patient" and "displaying representative 
of the at leas, one training program together with the associated measured value for the 
success of treatment" as recited in the present claimed invention. Therefore, in view of 
this admission, Applicant respectfully submits that Goknar does no, disclose each feature 
as clatmcd ,„ claim 1 and docs no, anticipate the present clarmed invention. 

Independent claims 1 , ,3, 26, 36 and 37 include similar patentable features a, 
dtscussed above. Applicant respectfully submits that the arguments presented above are 
applicable to claims 1,13, 26, 36, and 37, and that the inventton of claims 1 13 26 36 
and 27 is also not anticipated by Goknar. Therefore, Goknar neither discloses nor ' 
suggests each claimed feature of the present invention as claimed in claims, ,3 26 36 
and 37 as required by 35 USC ,02ft). Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that Goknar 
does not anticipate the present claimed invention. Consequently, i, is respectfully 
requested mat the rejection of claims 1, 13, 26, 36 and 37 be withdrawn. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 6 and 19. the applicant also respectfully 
degrees with the contention in the office action that the claimed feature is anticipated by 
Goknar. Specifically, Goknar provides no 35 USC 1 12 compliant enabling disclosure 
■ha, an„cipa,es the use of "prescribable selection rules" "to propose a suitable trainino 
program which promises an optimum training result for the patient" "based on the match 
between the comparative capability profiles and the patient's capability profile and the 
measured values for the success of tecatmeu, on the respectively prescribed training 
programs" as recited in the present claimed invention. Rather, column 3, lines 63 to 
column 4, line 5 of Goknar provides afterthe evaluation is complete that the operator 
performs the following functions, "total the d» to pro duce an overall score; figure mean 
scores for each diagnostic category; display the results in graphic form, in line graph or 
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bar graph form, or both; correlate individual indicators into psychlatnc symplom ^ 
and calculate the data therein and prioritize the symptoms in priority of morbidity and " ' 
psychological asset strengths of the patient." The operator mere,, ma„ip Ula ,e S the data to 
prmmtze the sympatic problem areas and assets of the patient. No, one of these 
functions deseribes "the data processing station uses fmaaMe ^ ^ ^ 
propose a snitable training program which promises an „p,i mum [raining res „„ for ^ 
patten," using ,he "measured values for the success of treatment," as reciled in the 
present Canned invention. Consequent,,, it is respectfully re , uested tha , ^ ction 
claims 6 and 19 be withdrawn. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 7 and 20. the appHcan. also respectfnlly 
dtsagrees with the contention in the office aeon tha, the claimed feature is an,icipa,ed by 
Gohtar. Specifical.y.Go.cnar provides no 35 USC m comphaat enabhng disc<osure 
lha, anttcpates, "at least one of proposed aod displayed training programs are modifiable 
by a user," as recited in the present claimed invention. ]„ column 9, lines 3CM0 Goknar 
describes changing the patient data "to simulate a deterioration in the condition of the 
paUenC.or to simulate functional ,mproveme„,...,o see what may happen to the patien, 
-gardtng possiHe new disorders or curing of old disorders, as a patien, improves or 
deteriorate.,." This ,s wholly unhke the present clatmed tnvention. The present claimed 
mventton describes modifying a training program because the most similar comparative 
case has sigmficant d.ffercnces from the present case, and thus the training program 
cannot be directly transferred (Specification, page 7, hue ,8 - page 8 , fa 6 , Therefore 
the traming program [is] modiflaWe by a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

stmulation is no, equivalent to modifying a training program which adapts the present 
situation in view of ,he comparative case. Consequently, ,, is respectfuUy requested mat 
the rejection of claims 7 and 20 be withdrawn. 

In view of the above remarks and amendments to the claims, i, is respectfully 
submitted that there is no 35 USC 1 ,2 enabling disclosure in Goknar that anttcipates the 
present mvention as claimed in claims 1, ,3, 26, 36 and 37. As claims 6, 7 and 9 are 
dependent on claim 1, clatms 19, 20, and 22 are dependent on claim ,3, and claim 28 is 
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dependent on claim 26, it is respectfully submitted that these clams are also not 
anticipated by Goknar. It is thus further respectfully submitted that this rejection is 
satisfied and should be withdrawn. 

Rejection of Claims 2. U. 15, 29, M and 35 und., 35 USC lOgjaj 

Claims 2, 14, 15, 29, 32 and 35 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Goknar (U.S. Pat. No. 6,120,440) in view of Joao (U.S. Pat. No. 
5,961,332). These claims are considered patentable for the following reasons. 

Claims 2, 15, 29, 32 and 35 have been cancelled by this response. The feature of 
these claims has been added to independent claims 1,13 and 26, as described above 
Applicant respectfully submits that due to the cancellation of claims 2, 15, 29, 32 and 35, 
the rejection of claims 2, 1 5, 29, 32 and 35 is moot. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the features of original claim 2 were added to 
claim 1 . Specifically, claim 1 includes "at least one training program includes associated 
measured values for the success of treatment in the respective comparative patient; and 
displaying data representative of said at least one training program together with the 
associated measured value for the success of treatment". As acknowledged on page 7 of 
the Rejection, Goknar neither discloses nor suggests this feature. Furthermore for the 
reasons discussed below, Joao with Goknar similarly neither disclose nor suggest this 
feature. 



Joao describes an improvement to an apparatus for processing psychological data 
The Joao system includes means for processing data indicative of at least one of an 
individual's psychological condition, psychological states, concomitant psychological 
states, and states of dysfunction in conjunction with at least one of psychological states 
concomitant psychological states, psycho pathological, at least one of principals theories 
and research data in order to generate data indicative of at least one of a diagnosis and 
treatment plan for the individual (see Joao, Abstract). Contrary to the assertions in the 
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nation, column 7 , line£ 29 - 5 0, co)umn , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
37, hnes 33-46 of Joao (alone or in combination with Goknar) also nehher disclose nor 
sngges, the Canned feature. These cited .sections of Joao nterely describe changes in a 
patent's condition leading to changes in treatment and the monitored progress, process 
and ootcome of the treatment based on the severity score. Nowhere in these passages or 
elsewhere in Joao, is there an, 35 USC 112 enabiing disclosure of a "measured value for 
the success of treatment in the respective c. mp ara«ve paflen," associated with the 

mm.ng program" and a display of data representing the ".raining program together with 
«he associated measured va,„e for the success of treatment," as recited in the present 
clatmed invention. Similarly to Goknar, Joao is no, concerned with comparing "a 
patterns capability profile" with "past comparative capability profiles for comparat.ve 
patents" for selecting a - tainmg progran] ,, Joao „ ^ ^ 
"psychologtcal principles, theories, research data and/or other pertinent information 
stored tn the apparatus" to evaluate a current patients psychology state (see Joao, c„, 



Appheant further respectfully submits that whtle bod, Goknar and Joao are 
concerned with diagnosis and headmen, of a patient's psychofegfea. condition, neither 
Goknar nor Joao arc concerned with or recognize the problem addressed by the present 
c attned invention. The present Canned invention is concented „,,„ the ^abuttata 
of a patient after suffering a serious ,„ncss. The presen, claimed invention seeks to 

P.annmg, making the decision independen, of ,he physician/therapists .dividual previous 
expenence in prescribing .raining programs (Specification, page 4, lines 6-12). 

However, even if there was a reason or motivation to combine these two 



references, the combinalion of 

Joao as suggested in the Rejection would not result in the 
Rather, this combination would result 



the system/method of Goknar with the system/method of 
present claimed invention 



m a system/method for diagnosing and treating a 
pat,en, having psychological problems. This combination clearly would no, 
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automattcally" compare "a partem capability proffle" with »a p,„ ra , ity of past 
comparative capability profiles" and dloc«e "training program,. based on ^ 
proMes. Goknar with Joao also neither disclo.se nor suggest a "measured value for the 
success of treatment in the respective comparative patten." associated with the "training 
program" and then a dtsplay of data representative of the "training program together ^ 
the associated measured value for the success of treatment," as recited in the present 
claimed invention. 

With respect to claim .4, Apphcam further respectfully submits mat contrary to 
the rejection, Goknar (with Joao) neither discloses nor suggests "the data processing 
statton is coup.ed to a second database, from which the patient's capability profile i, 
retrtevab.e," as recited in claim ,4 of the present invention. Rather, eo.umn 3, lines 56- 
67 of Joao merely describes using a CPU as a backup system "whtch serve as a 
redundancy system in the even, of a failure or malfunction of the respective primary 
system counterparts." The cited section is referring to a "processor" as backup system 
- NOT a "second database" coupled to the "data processing station" and "from which 
the patient's capability profile is retrievable," as recited in the present claimed invention. 

h view of the above remarks, i, is respectfully submhtcd that there is no 35 USC 
11 2 enablmg disclosure in either Goknar or Joao, when taken alone or in combination 
that makes the present invention as claimed in claim 14 unpatentable. 

103(a) 

Claims 3,4, 5, 8, 10, 16-18 21 23 ?7 in ,1 « Ar > A 

' i0) Z1 ' /J ' 27 - 30 > 31 > 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 

USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goknar (U.S. Pat. No. 6,120,440) in view of 
LUCian ° (U ' S - ^ N °- 6 '° 63 ' 028 >- claims are considered patentable for the 

reasons gl ven in connection with claims 1, 13, 26, 36 and 37 given above, and for the 
following reasons. 
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Luciano describes "a modeling system for generating the expected recovery 
pattern of a patient receiving a particular treatment which is useful for comparison with 
the actual recovery pattern of the patient to provide for monitoring of the patient's 
responsc.When the patient's response does not correspond to the predicted recovery 
pattern, the treatment regime can be re-evaluated" (Column 4, lines 30-39). 

Luciano (with Goknar) neither discloses nor suggests "a plurality of training 
programs are displayed in an order of S1 ze of the associated measured values for the & 
success of treatment;' as recited in claims 3, 16, 30 and 33 of the present claimed 
invention. Rather, column 7, lines 4-7 of Luciano merely describes the patient data is 
"entered into the Outcome Predictor which provides a database of predicted outcomes in 
response to multiple treatments by comparing the patient's data to predicted outcomes 
based upon the information i„ the trained Outcome Predictor." This passage and 
elsewhere in Luciano (with Goknar), fads to prov.de any 35 USC 1 12 enabling disclosure 
describing the association of a measured value for the success of treatment and then 
displaying the training programs "in an order of size of the associate measured values for 
the success of treatment," as recited in the present claimed invention. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 4, 17, 27, 31 and 34, the applicant also 
respectfully disagrees with the contention in the rejection that the claimed feature is 
disclosed or suggested by Luciano (with Goknar). Rather, Luciano (with Goknar) neither 
discloses nor suggest "a plurality of training programs are displayed in an order of decree 
of similarity of the match between the associated comparative capability profiles and the 
patient's capability profile," as recited in the present claimed invention. Contrary to the 
assertion in the rejection, Column 7, lines 1-13, merely indicates a physician monitors a 
patient's response to treatment by comparing that response to a predicted response 
When the patient's response differs from the expected response, the physician may alter 
the treatment. This passage and elsewhere in Luciano (with Goknar), fails to provide any 
35 USC 1 1 2 enabling disclosure describing displaying data representative of a plurality 
of training programs "in an order of degree of similarity of the match between the 
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associated comparafive capabi lity profile., and ,he pauenFs capability profile," as recited 
in the present claimed invention. 

Concerning , h e rejection of claims 5 and 18, the applicant also respectfully 
degrees with the contention in the rejection ma, the claimed feature is disclosed or 
suggested by Luciano (with Goknar). Rather, Luciano (with Goknar) neither discloses 
nor suggest, "only the a, least one training program, having a, leas, one of the highest 
measured value for the success of treatment and a measured value for the success of 
treatment which is above a prescribable threshoh, value, „ di spl a yed," as reci(ed fa ^ 
present claimed invenfion. Goknar, in column 4, hues 8-.3, merely describes the "data is 
compared and matched to various treatment options to select the treatment option or 
opttons most nearly fitting the psychological profile of the patient." This passage and 
elsewhere in Goknar, does no, provide -measured values for the success of treatment" a. 
all. and therefore, does no, provide "only the at leas, one .raining program, having a, leas, 
one o, me highest measured value for ,hc success of ,rea,me„, and a measured value for 
■he success of treatment which is above a Pres cribab.e threshold value, is displayed - 
as recited in the present claimed invention. Former, Luciano in Figure 3-12 merely ' 
describes predicted symptom results in response to two treatments. This passage, and 
elsewhere m Luciano also does not provide "measured values for the success of 
treatment" a, all, and therefore, does not provide ma, "only me a, leas, one training 
program, having a, leas, one of the hughes, measured value for ,he success of ,rea,men, 
and a measured value for the success of treatment which is above a prescribable 
threshold value, is displayed," as recited in the present claimed invention. 

Concerning the rejection of claims 8 and 21, the applicant also respectfully 
dtsagrees with the con.en.ion in ,he rejecfion mat the claimed feature is disclosed or 
suggested by Luciano (with Goknar), Rather, Luciano (svith Goknar) neither discloses 
nor suggest, "the selection of ,he a, leas, one .raining program au.omafically involves a 
ma,ch between further pafien, da,a for me pafien, and pafient da,a for the comparafive 
pattents, which are additionally container, in , he firs, database, being checked and taken 
mto account," as reci.ed in the presen, claimed invemion. As described above. Figure 3- 



18 



Application No.: 10/631 932 

02P0I318US01 

12 of Luciano merely describes ,he predicted results of seven symp.oms „ rcsponse , 0 
■wo .regents. This passage and elsewhere in Luciano (with Goknar), fads „ provide 
any 35 USC II 2 enabling disclosure indica.es ".he selection of the a, leas, one training 
program automatically involves a raa ,ch between further patien, data for the patien, and 
pat.cn, data for the comparative patients, which are additionally con.ained in the firs, 
database, being checked and taken into aecount," as recited in fine presen, claimed 
invention. 



While both Goknar and Lneiano are concerned with diagnosis and treatment of a 
pattern's psychological condition, netther Goknar nor Luciano are concerned with or 
recognize ,he problem addressed by ,hc presen, clatmcd invention. The present claimed 
invention is concerned with the rehabtlhation of a patient after suffering a serious illness 
The presen, claimed invention seeks to simplify , he work for ,he physician or .herapis, in 
selecting a training program in .herapy plannmg, maktng the decision independent of fine 
physician/therapists individual previous experience in prescribing training programs 
(Specification, page 4, lines 6- 1 2). 

However, even if there was a reason or motivation to combine these two 
references, the combination of the sys,em/mc,hod of Goknar with the sys,em/me,hod of 
Lucano as suggested in ,he Rcjecrion would no, resul, m me presen, claimed invenrion 
This combinabon would resul, in a system/method for diagnosing, , r ea„„g and pred.cing 
the outeome of a pa,ic„, having psychological problems. This combinabon clearly would 
no. produce, "said at leas, one teaming program includes associated measured values for 
-he success of treatment in the respective comparative patient; and displaying the at least 
one teaming program ,oge,her with the associated measured value forme success of 
treatment," as recited in .he present claimed invention. 

In view of the above remarks, i, is respectfully submitted tha, ,here i, no 35 [JSC 
1 1 2 enablmg disclosure in either Goknar or Luciano, when taken alone or in 
combination, tha, makes the presen, invention asc.aimed in claims 1, 13,26 36 and 37 
unpayable. Additionally, as claims 3, 4, 5, 8, 10a„d3, are dependen, on claim I 
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claims 16-18, 21 and 23 are dependent on claim 13, claims 27, 30, 33 and 34 are 
dependent on claim 26, it is respectfully submitted that claims 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16-18, 21 
23, 27, 30, 3 1 , 33 and 34 are patentable for the reasons discussed above with respect to 
claims 1, 13, 26, 36 and 37. Consequently, withdrawal of the Rejection of Claims 3 4 5 
8, 10, 16-18, 21, 23, 27, 30, 31 , 33 and 34 under 35 USC 103(a) is respectfully requested.' 

Rejection of Claims 1 1 and 24 under 35 {JSC 103jaj 

Claims 1 1 and 24 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Goknar (U.S. Pat. No. 6,120,440) in view of Luciano (U.S. Pat. No. 6,063, 028) and 
further in view of Joao (U.S. Pat. No.5,96,,332). These claims are considered patentable 
for the reasons given in connection with claims 1,13, 26, 36 and 37 given above, and for 
the following reasons. 



Applicant further respectfully submits that contrary to the rejection, Joao (with 
Goknar and Luciano) neither discloses nor suggests "a third database is provided which 
contains transfer measures between different training programs, and in the event of the 
prescribed training program being replaced with a further training program, the data 
processing station automatically retrieves and outputs transfer measures for this further 
training program by reverting to the third database," as recited in the present claimed 
invention. Rather, column 3, lines 5-60 of Joao merely describes using a CPU for 
processing the data and for "performing various calculations and/or data processing 
routines" on data input during psychological evaluation, as well as a ROM for storage of 
software programs, and a RAM for storage of the psychological data. The cited section is 
referring to a "processor," and memories and NOT a "third database" having "transfer 
measures between different training programs, and in the event of the prescribed training 
program being replaced with a further training program, the data processing station 
automatically retrieves and outputs transfer measures for this further training program by 
reverting to the third database, as recited in the present claimed invention The " 
calculation by a processor in Joao is superficial and cannot be reasonably interpreted to 
describe the present claimed feature. 
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pa„e„, s psycho.og.ca, condition, Go knar , Luciano and Joao , ^ m ^ 
combrnation are no, concerned with or recede the p r ob.e m addressed by Che presen, 

^^^^^^^^ > * 

^n,» g , maWDglhcdecisionindependcnt Qf Aephysidan/the s Mv 
experience ,„ prescribing Iraimng ^ ^ ^ ^ 

However, even if there was a reason or motivation to combine these three 

Lumano w,t the systenVmethod of Jo ao as sorted in the Rejection womd no, resnl, in 
he prescntCaimed invention. This combtnadon won.d resah in a systenVmethod fl 
d 1 a^os 1 „ g , r e a d„ ga nd P redic„„ g ,heon,co m eofapa„e„,h a vm g psyeho ) o gi ca 1 

w.h conatns.ransfermeasaresbe.weendifferent^tn.n, pr 0g ram s, and in the event of 

P-essmg statmn automaticahy retrieves and oatpnts transfer measures for this farther 



b vtew o, ,he above remarks, it is respectfahy sabmitted mat there is no 35 USC 

H2 -hhngdtsc.osm.ineid.erao.nar.Lnciancorioao when tak en aJoneor in any 
comb,„a,,o„,, ha , raakes(hepreseminveffljonasclaimedinciaims 'J 

-pecvety, i, is re spectm„ y submiUed tol c)aims , , ^ 24 „ ^ ^ 
reason, d , scussed above ^ ^ ,„ ^ , n % ^ ^ „ & 



21 



Application No.: 10/61! ,932 



02P01318US0I 



Rejection of claims 12 „nrt ?s under w nsr 



103(a) 



Claims ,2 and 25 are rejected under 35 USC 10 3(a, as being unpatentable over 
Goknar (U.S. Pat. No. 6,120,440) in view of McCallum (U.S. Pat. No. 5 784 635) 
These claims are considered patentable for the reasons given in connect with claims 1 , 
13, 26, 36 and 37 given above, and for the following reasons. 

McCallum describes "a system and method for ass.milating diversely-formatted 
Phystcan practice data into a universal sing.e-forma, database to support critical 
mformauon systems within satd practice and among mdependen, Practice Associations of 
whtch satd practice may be a member" (Column 1, lines 5-12). 

McCallum (with Goknar) ne.ther discloses nor suggests "satd a, leas, one training 
program mcludes associated measured values for the success of treatment in the 
respective comparative patient; and displaying the a, leas, one training program together 
wtth the associated measured value for the success of treatment," as recited in the present 
Claimed invention, 



I, is also respectfully submitted tha, there is no reason or mottvauon to combine 
Goknar and McCallum. Goknar is concerned with diagnosis and treatment of a patient's 
psychological condition. McCallum is concerned with asstmilating a physician, existing 
practtce data into a single-format database that may be used by physician groups to 
support critical information systems. Goknar and McCallum relate to completely 
deferent aspects of patient care and thus i, is respectfully submttted that the comhinaUon 
of these references to produce the present churned invention would no, be obvious as 
there ts no common problem recogni.ion presen, in bom Goknar and McCallum. 

As described above, Goknar and McCallum, alone or in combmation are no, 
concerned with or recognize me problem addressed by the present claimed invention 
The presen, claimed invention is concerned wim me rehabi.i,a,ion of a pa,ien, after 
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suffering a serious illness. The present claimed invention seeks to simplify the work for 
the physician or thera pi st in selecting a training program in therapy planning, making the 
deepen independent of the physician/therapists individual previous experience in 
prescribing training programs (Specification, page 4, lines 6-12). 

However, even if there was a reason or motivation to combine these two 
references, the combination of the system/method of Goknar with the system of 
McCallom as suggested in the Rejection would not result in the present claimed 
invention. This combination would result in a system that assimilates the diagnoses of 
psychology patients into a single-format database that may be used by physician 
groups to support critical information systems. This combination clearly fails to show or 
suggest, "said at least one training program includes associated measured values for the 
success of treatment in the respective comparative patient; and displaying the at least one 
training program together with the associated measured value for the success of 
treatment," as recited in the present claimed invention. Consequently, withdrawal of the 
rejecnon of claims 12 and 25 under 35 USC 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

Having fully addressed the Examiner's rejections, it is believed that, in view of the 
preceding amendments and remarks, this application stands in condition for allowance. 
Accordingly then, reconsideration and allowance are respectfully solicited. If, however 
the Examiner is of the opinion that such action cannot be taken, the Examiner is invited 
to contact the applicant's attorney at the phone number below, so that a mutually 
convenient date and time for a telephonic interview may be scheduled. 
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I, view of the above amendments and remarks, Applicants submit that the 
Apphcatton is „ condition for allowance, and favorable reoperation is requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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